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To prevent policy-making fron being fragnented into a
serzes of al hoc and disjointed decisions, it is important to be as
clemr as possible about the pélicy-making framework within which
d ecisi on-making is to operate, School boards that aspire toward
enhancing €heir policy-making function are here provided with a basic
s traet ure Zor policy-making. Policy-making means setting the general
d irect {o1 dAn which +he school systen charts its course, and the
manrzer i? which the schools are to be operated. The policy-making
framew ork presented here is a six—step process that involves
answer ing several questions: (1) What ought to be? (2) What is the
currmen t state of affairs? (3) what is the problem? (4) What are the
altern atdive solutions? (5) What shall be the policy? (6) What are the
results of the policy? The first question involves the consideration
of vil tes, a consideration vital to peolicy~naking because of walues®
1xnflve nce on aspirations, goals, and perception of reality.
Detern ining the difference between the answer to questiom one and the
answer to question tvo constitutes needs assessment. Question six is
vital Dlecaudse policy evaluation is necessary to correct policy
nalf ine<tiZorz, (Author/J M)
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INTRODUCTION

criticisms of schooling have initiated a good deal of
controversy about ar overarching level of the educatiocnal
institaticn ~ policy. Almost everyone who participates in
educatiomal governance is a source of policy. Although
everyorte has a unique umdérstamding'af "policy," there have
been few attempis to come directly to grips wikth the policy

decision making activity in education.

starting point for censideration of educational

h3

policy making is féC@gﬂitiDﬂ +hat the school of 1978 is no
longer the school of 1958. That scheol is no longer an
institution generated by a fairly restricted comnunity,
receiving from it a clear mandate, and organizing itself
around i limited nunber of gemerally accepted fundamental
values. Today, the gch@éis and school boards are situated

at the intersection between

k]

> society of today and the
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society ©of tomorrow - something which does not yet exist

and which no one can clearly define (OECD, 1976:65).
Tomorrow is today's future. Funny thing about the
future; plan for it or not, you can be sure it will organize

itself around you.



The shifting shapes of the Zuture can and need to bhe
more closely examined by policy makers; existing information
can be combinred with assumptions and aspirations - the
"What if ..." ~ to d2termine not what has happened but what
couald happen undexr cexrtain canditians.' Alternative

possibilities can be exanined in detail and comparisons

.

drawn between thewm. Decisions can then be made based on
imformed judgements of the risks and benefits associated

with any given course of action.

If we want to deal effectively with problems, we can
replace chance with control in the shaping Qf tomoxrow
through poiicy making. Or, we can ¢hoose to apply the five
most dangercus words in the English lanquage. “Maybe it

will go away.
The choice is ours.

That choice is inherent in life nobody can deny.
TJo govern, as school hoards do, is to choose, and to choose
among shifting, multiplying and conflicting goals is to
govern under difficult conditions. In making educational
choices re "school," the ire of the public is easily aroused
for you touch at once on a man’s past, on the future of his

chiXidren, and by no means kightly -- on his pocket book,

"y



Life demands each of us to make tough decisions.
Individuals vary in their readiness to make such decisions.
Ignoring the problem or process does not make critical

issues disappear.

Recognition and selection of key elements in board

policy making can sexve as a basis for asking those all
1mpgftanL guestions that trustees need to ask if they are
to be effective in shaping tomorrow. One of the most

difficult thimgs in the governance of education is to get

people to relate to policy and policy making; but it can

be done.

This presentation is aimei'at;imprﬁving school board
policy making. It is not so much concerned with or about
policy decisions or outcomes, but rather the process of
policy making. It Shcﬁld be understood at the outset that
there is no ideal or optimal structure for policy making.
The framework discussed here places considerable emphasis
on three clements: decision making is essentially a process
of choosing among alternatives; in order to make a choice,
it is important to use the best possible information
available; and, the process must be one that avoids the

dangers of dependence on or dominance by special interest

groups by providing "openness,"

n



POLICY MARING

It is essumed that decision m%king in policy is &
judgemental process. Therefore, what really matters is the
approach to thiﬁﬁinq about the decisicns that need to be made,
and the choices that are available. Thus, the process is
seen ‘as a continuous, conscious and deliberate weighing of
alternative actions on the brozdest poes ssible basis cf
knowledge and paxticipation. That is, policy making is not

a project task to be completed but a process to be continued.

\k!j

?Dliig'makiﬁg is not a 20th century phenonencn.
A sage once said: "aAssemble, discuss, come  to an aim,
DEVEf'fGIQEt the aim, for it's the’:eéults that count."
The very first few words clearly indicate a process. The

key; from & policy perspective, is the phrase "cone to an aim."

Long ago it was observed that persons of good sense,
with the exception of some classes of people, seldom fall
into disputation. Obviously, szhﬁglrtrustees; being unigue
individuals elected to public office, cannot be categorized
as a class of people, and there fore mus£ be of cood sense.
Thus, they should seldom Fall into disputation. Hovever,
with thgviﬁzréaging importanc: and emphasis of educational

policy, volving ever—widening interests and intervention

e

i om making process, the scope for disputation
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in the deci

even amnong persons of good sense, becomes broader and more intense.




© phus, policy is much 1ike an unruly horse. Once you

get astride of it you never rnow where it will carry you.

pPolicy i.s unruly because it lives in the beliefs,

eelings and emot ions rather than in logicj; it kas its origins

\k%

in the field of values rather than in precise mathematical
Tules. Evexy policymaker —— eVEIY board chairman, every
trustee —— has a different. set of beliefs, feelings and

emotions from every other policymaker, and the resulting

sets of values are the centre of individuality.

congider now a poard of education, the members of
which possess a unique set or collection of values. Now
if you consider these various individual sets of values
around a boardroom table, and the object is to arrive at a
corporate decision on any one sensitive educational issue,
the result, inevitably, is an environment of uncertainty
that is mdsﬁ wnsettling to those subject to public inter-
vention and pressure, nanely the t:usteegzéresent. and vyet
jt is the values (and needs) of those who set policy that
will influence greatly the policies that ultimately are

established.

Naturally, boaxds endeavor to escape the unruly horse
by seeking some common ground Zixed in the nature of things

that does not change with changing individual valuations.

by




ciously
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But try as they may they cannot escape valuing con
or unconsciously, by logic ox habit, ‘the relative importance
of the interests at stake. Every transaction is weighed at
each and every point according tc what is deemed to be an

educational purpose.

An aside that may not settle anything, but may be
worth keeping in mind is that there is no absolute solution
to arny orie educational question (as there is no ideal
structure for policy making), and that anyone who is

confident that HE has THE solution (for all time) should

consider himself a menace to society.

Hence, if we cannot hope té find "absolute solutions,"
and even if we interpret educational purpose according to
variable standards and uncertain criteria, it is clearly of
vital importance that we be as clear as is possible auout
the policy making framework within which the decision making
process is to operate rather than to have policy fragmented
into a series of ad h@é and disjointed decisions which make
it difficult to identify a direction or course of action or
even to pIDfit from experience. EEfective and efficient
policy making depends not only on the skili with which board
decisions are arrived at but more importantly on their

relationship to each other and to the whole question involved.




A policy making process that isolates and stresses the
irdividual component parts runs the rigsk of losing the
meaning of the whole. That is, one of the things that can
happen is that you get something that looks reasonable in
pieces, something that reflects reality in sections, but
when you put the whole thing together it does not come out
that Gay. However, identified key elements in a school
‘board policy making framework can serve as a basis for

pursuing information crucial to policy makers.

For some time now the claim has been that the state
of policy making by school boards has been woefully weak
(Williams, 1975:1). Veryulittlé has been ééﬂe to equip
trustees and their administrators to more effectively
exercise thelr policy making respansiﬁilities. The truth
of the matter is that school boards are currently caught
in a web of political influences and pressures that impcse
serious constraints on their policy making capabilities
(Cistone, 1972: V-VI). As a result, galisy makers find it
difficult to operate effectively in setting and meeting
long-range goals. It is easier for elected ofiicials té
be expeditors than to set policy.

If anything, one characteristic of policy making
worth noting herée is its complexity and apparent disorder.

(Lindblom, 1968:3)




Hessoid, a Latin pecet, lendg ago sald, "It's best to do
things systematically since wa aye only human, and disorder
is our worst enemy.’ Thus policy making is seen as a
political process to whien there is no beginning and no end,
and the boundaries of which are wost ancertain. Yet, some-
how a complex set of interacting forces results in what we
call "policy making," and when all are linked together,

produce decisions calleq ‘policies."

any trustee -~ a Mgn of comwon sense, a woman of
good judgement -~ will see thare is nothing novel in all
this, but will realize it iy of significant importance when

dealing with educational policy.

It is clear recent efforts to find a broad policy
framework within whish‘aiudatiéﬁal decision making can proceed
have been attempted., Thare nay be differences of view as to |
the relevance and adequady of the emerging policy framework
but it would be unrealistic to demy that a serious attempt

to find such frameworks has been made.

The purpose here is to suggest iﬁ general and
simplified terms an alternative fyamework for approaching
policy making at the local legval snd to identify a number
of key areas or. elements thet are viewed as being of

strategic importance if Rorwylating policy. In other words ,



we will suggest a process Or description of behavior,
which, as such, cannot recommend action; but it can provide
information that is essential to arriving at best informad

decisjons about how policy ought to he approached.

For purposes of this presentation, policy making 1s
viewed as a decision making process that occurs at the local
jevel -- the school boaxrd - as only the board as a corporate
pody can set policy. Policy making is genexally taken to
mean that a board, in acting as a corporate body, sets the
general direction in whi;h the school system charts its course,
and the manner in which the schools are to be operated.
policy makers are elected officials viewed as the decision
makers charged with public management, resource allocation,
and that body who should direct the administration to carry
éutsits policies, Policy is viewed as a general statement

of intent directed roward achievement in a given goal area.

Tn fulfilling its Dproper role the school board
sets policy, monitors its implementation and evaluates the
outcomes. This role is crucial to 15231 lay control of
public education; it is key to the preservation and extension

of our democratic way of life.

Basically, policy making is viewed as social change

occurring through political action. That is, pelicy is
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pstablished to enhance the wall being of society by making
changes in the yelationships between indivicduals, ézeu?s or
institutions through the allocation of resources. Policy
making i seen as a social process guided by the social
éﬂVirﬁﬁméﬁt and utilized by people free and willing to shape
the enviyoOnment. From a policy perspective, the social

process cvan be depicted as Iollows: ]

Participants —~—————————— seek values
(gratifying outcomes) ~———) through institutions

(pfa@ti@gs))aﬁ?fff,"ff<'f 3y affecting the environment.

(Lasswell, 1571:19)

Figure I. The Sorcial Process

as it stands the process. does not give us very
much information. On first glance it appears simple; on
further review one would guickly find out its complexity

which is beyond the scope of this paper.

anothey way of vievwing the process is that in which
participants make demands on the political system from which
isguae decisions and acticn. It is generally portrayed as

in Figure II.
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Still another framework, based on basic guestions
elected officials should be asking in.the formulation of
policy, is presented in Figure III. it is the framework

that will be dealt with for the balance of this paper.

To highlicht the dvnamics of policy naking the
framéwork needs to be explained in expanded form and

or dentation.

Before expanding upon the process it must be éléarly
maﬂe:sﬁc@é that in any school board setting we have a number
’ of individual trustees and their idiosyncracies, as well as
a «<ollective body. of "common sense" and folklore thét affects
the way in which people engage in ﬁ@liéy making. Inevitably,
at least part of that folklore consists of fallacies. IE
these £fallacies go undetected or unrecognized, they één, as
part and parcel of the belief on which policy decisions may

be based, lead to faulty policies.

- Thus, by proposing principles incorporated in a
fr- amework which might be used to counter those fallacies,
ed ucational policy makers will be introduced to one way of
coming closer to that degree of soundness of policy making
of which trustees are, given what they know and understand,

capadble,

A




The Social Environment

, .
We all function in a social environment. So do

boards of education. So é@gs the policy making process as

policy cannot be made in a vacuum. The soca ial environment

essentially specifies the overall cantexﬁ emphasizing the

demands, needs and aspirations of people, and the realities

of the times and the values arising therefore are thcqe

factors which must be considezred. )Fr@m a policy mahigg

process perspective, the focal feature is social change.

That is, policies are designed to induce changes in society --—

changes in the patterns of interaction between and within |

individuals, groups and organizations. The approach is

guided by acts of human freewill to change the environment.

Within the social éQV1f9nmant, the dreams and
dissatisfactions, as well as aspi:atiéns and desires of
individuals are expressed, vociferously and othervise,

as Felt needs, unsettled issues, and incessant demands.
Thése all interact and exert pressure on the pélie§ nakers,

and manifest themselves as value pas;t;ans an&/gr outwomes

.!

within and as a consequence of the policy making pr@cess_

As indicated earlier, policies axe value based.
values are so much a part of our lives and behavior that

we are often unawafe of them -— or at least we are unable to
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think about them clearly and articulately. Yet, our values
clearly play a significant role in determining our choices
when presented with equally reasonable alternate possibilities.
That is why some will choose one course , ctﬁers another, and
each will feel that his is the rational and right one. Thus,
when making decisions as a baaié,.it.wauldvbe useful ta:
recognize the value @ﬁiéﬁtatiéns and be aware of tb; influences

these have upon the decisions of a board.

Foxr our purposes a value can be viewed as that which
an individual or dgroup regards as desirable, and in texms which
he or they can select, fxom among alternate possibilities,
the means and ends cf action. Valuas'san be thought as
making up the guidance system an individual or group uses .
when faced with a choice. values may be identified by
noting differences in approach by individuals with similar
problems. It should be remenbered, that not all differences
can be accounted fﬂﬁ by variatioms in values; for instance,
some variations are produced by differences in knowledge and
intellectual skills. Howeverl, there appears to be an intexr—

dependence among knowledge, skills and values.

tnderstanding and taking one's own values into
account is not always enough. Where individuals must work

as a tean, uiaerstanéizg the values of other members becomes

ks
:41‘}
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important if choices and decisions axe to be made which will
gain the genuine éu@;ozt of ail CQRCEEEEa. And there must
pe a willingness to accept the idea that while other
individaal®s values may be different from our own they are
not necessarily better or worse. Such acceptance can result

ir. dmproved intexpersonal yelations and effectiveness in the

' policy making process.

i

Eduard Spranger, a German philosopher, developed the

following classification of value orientations:

1. Thecretical Man: Primarily interested in the discovery
of truth. Seeks to observe and to
reason -- his interests are empirical,

critical and rational. . He is an

intellectual.

2. Ecomonic Man: primarily oriented toward what is
useful and practical., Fits well the

stereotype of the businessman.
3. Aesthetic Man: He walues form and harmony- Chief
interest lies in the axtistic aspacts

Gf 1ife.

|
(8]
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4. Social Man: Essential value is love of people --
the philanthropic aspect of love.

Kind, sympathetic and unsel.fish.

5. .Political Man: Oriented toward pover. Very competitive.
Seeks personal powerx, influence and

recognition.

6- Ealigiéus Man : Dominant value is unity. He seeks to
relate himself to the universe in a

meaningful way.
(Guth and Tagiuire; 19 75:237-38)

'In terms of policy making, thE'¢Gﬁ5iﬂEfétiDﬁ of
values is vital because of their influenée on aspirations,
g@éls and perception of reality. This area is a cémgiex one
to deal with as far as boards are concerned, especially

where values are expressed in the “public interest.”

What OUGHT TO BE?
value preferences are genérallyAéxgressed in terms
of desired conditions, circumstances Or events, as they may

relate to demands, needs Or issues.

Cenerally, the OUGHT TO BE component is expressed as

goals reflecting what is desired or wanted (in an ideal sense) .

P
No



Goals, in the broadest sense, are statements of intent which
reflect concerns expressing specific needs or demands, Goals,
in the form of generalized reference points, often provide

challenging points for public action.

What ES7?
This looks at reality. That is, it locks at the

curre:.t state of affairs in terms of support resources;

" the levels of attainment, what is being done to meet the

need, to resolve the issue, to respond to the demand .

Gap/biscrepancy: The iﬁ£2ﬁplay of the OUGHT TO BE and IS
gives rise to a ‘gap or discrepancy, perceived Er.DthéfWiSE;
beﬁwéen what is desired aﬁé what Lé, in fact, reality. This
gap,kénce idéﬁtiELedf must then be reviewed, considered and
;agfi:meé as a PEDbjEm:ér noi-probblem. E.Gémgéquéﬂtial
decision choice may be to attempt to close the gap to some

realistic and feasible level, or to do nothing.

From this brief entery into the process it is clear
that to reach a decision it is nesassa:y'tc have relevant
background information, and a numnber of ?iabie alternatives
at gacﬁ decision éaiﬂﬁ. " Thus , three basic elements of the

decision process are informaticn, alternatives (or choice)

and decisions - these will be calied for throughout the

process. As well, a problem orientation is riecessary.

0
>
—
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Wwhat is the PROBLEM?

By problem it is taken to mean definition of a desired
end-state or result —- such as the value outcomes outlined
'eaILLEIE That is, the kind of problem we are talking about
here is the kind that reqquég a decision or policy. It
should be understocd that to correctly state a prgblém does
not always lead to a correct answer, but to incorrectly
state a p%éblém practically guarantees a wrong answer.

Po @eal adequately with any specified problem, there
.afe seven basic tasks which must be undertaken:

Ecai Giarificéﬁiéﬂz What future conditions or circumstances

4 . _
are to be realized as far as possible?

=

o
Y

How Aimportant are they?

5.  Trend Description: To what extent have past and recent
conditions and circumstances
i approached the desired state?
What discrepancies are there?
How great are they?

- ,'f: ] . ' 7 _ - - g .

3. ‘Bnalysis of What Factors have influenced cie
Circumstances and _
Conditions: direction and force of the trends

/ described? Are any of the factors

identified key?

Ty

l’-—a




- 18 -~

Projection of If nothing is done, what is likely
Developments:

[~

to happen? What .s the probable

future of the goal? discrepancy?

5. Invention of What are the solution alternatives?
Alternatives: ‘

6. Evaluation: ' What intermediate objectives and

solution alternatives will gain the

best progress toward the preferred

‘goals?
7. Selection or Choice: What's the final decision to be?

(Lasswell,.1971:39)

These seven tasks stress both content and procedure,
emphasizing the issue uﬁde;_cénsiéeraticn must ge specified
and clarified so that.we are aiﬁags.“sn course." Thé tasks
serve as a guide toc the explorations that are necessary if
specific issues are to be dealt with creatively and construct-
ively. That is, here is a guide téfabtginiﬁg a;realistic
image of major phases of any c@lléstivE act. Yet, until now,
little effort has been made to i#éféé%é the ability of

3 groups of policy makers to piq;eés'the additional information
nege;séfy to keep pace with ?ﬁa growing complexity in

problem solving réspgﬁsibilifiesg

S
5




What MIGHT BE?

a Once the problem has been sharply defined, a range
of possible solutions is laid out and the location of
potentially "best" choices within that range 1is initiated
(Stép 5: Problem Orientation). For aéch alternative or
choice risks, costs, and benefits are predetermined. Also,
calculation of the likelihoods that the various possible
outcomes wiiL occur is undertaken. The objective here is
to narrow the range of plausible policy solutions by'axcludingx
the infeasible é£ truly exploitative for instance, and to
faﬁk the remaining options according to well-defined

criteria (Step 6: Problem Orientation) .

What SHALL BE?

Choice selection (Step 7: Problem Orientation) refexrs
to the fact thét ultiﬁatel§ someone ér a few.must decide on
the policy options, and ‘that is the traditional responsibility
of "decision makers." Once a choice is made action must bé-
taken to implement the policy. Developing, formulation and
deciding on a policy ch%&ce to guide é system, as valuable
a function as this may be, ie not in itself sufficient for
a seh@alxb@aréi Beyond the task of keeping policy continually

appropriate, it must be implementea'ar executed effectively.

&



Too often, it is impligity assumed that once a policy

decision has been made, the policy will automatically be

implemented and the desireq ?esults will be near those
expected by the policy makers, It ghould be clearly under-
stood that to make policy 18 ove thing, to implement it is
another. Put another way, without imglameﬁtati@n there is

no policy-.

The implementation of policy is so important that

all must understand its nature, process and place in the

" overall framework. This is S0 as interest groups and

affected individuals and groups often attempt to influence
the implementation of policy at least ‘as much as, if not more

than, the foyxmulation of policy.

When considering implementation strategies a number
of questions should ba kept in mind: Is the implementation
strategy a;W§l1*wark§a out appyoach, with each component
fitting into an integrated whole® Does the approach make
sense with respect to what is going on outside? Are adequate
resources - money, competence and facilities - available?
Does the approach involve an acceptablie degree of risk?
Does the approach iavé an appropriate time horizon? Is it

workable?

o
15"



What are the RESULTS?

Results are basically policy outcomes usually referred
to as effects or impacts of a policy on actual conditions.
From a g@iicy perspective it is essential to determine the
outcomes of policy in the social system as these serve via
the feedback loop as the inputs into both the social and
palﬁcy making system, Questions such as: Are we making
satisfactory progress with respect to our policy goals? Are
our p@liéies still valié? These are important for this is
one way of finding out what is a:ﬁually happening and how
reality differs from what}ﬁas intended by those responsible
fsgxﬁheggélicy selected. As sééd as a product varies
criﬁical;y from the desired stat&,*thé systém should report
this information, m@éify the c@niiticn automatically, ?

correct the malfunction, or stop.

Policy evaluation asks questiéﬁs of the following
sorts: What policies and programs were succéssfﬁl or
unéuccessful? How can that gerf@fménze be assessed and
measured? A termination (St@p) decision re%erszta thé
adjustment of policies and programs thét have become
redundant, outmoded, or unnecessary. Hsfe, too, a thorough
evaluation 1is nécéssaryf Whe, for instance, will a policy
termination affect? How? What costs Will-theyfhave to bear?

Can they be met from other sources? To ignore this phase
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in policy making has mostly negativa;imglicati@ns for policy
and the poeple whose lives the ?@liCy‘afféQisg Without
this feedback policy makers must feel like those wha d@ﬁ}t
know where they®re going, who don't know where they are %hen
they det there, and who don't know where they werxe Wh%ﬁ,

they get back. (Columbus Syndrome)

Feedback through the system impacts the social
system in texms of needs, demands and issues which again
give rime to values (and value preferences) and appropriate

subsequant sction.

CONCLUSION

The framework pfé%eﬁted here is structured on the
premise that policy making at the school bzard level bas;caiLy
is a socvio~political change process. The Eranewo:k presented,
vhile highly simplified and generalized, focused on the morxe
important questions and aspects which should be considered

in policy making.

Essentially, the framework atteméts to étﬁess the
;mperfance Of having a logical app:&ach to policy making.
Et PTQVldES school boards with a baSLC structure for policy
making. It is heﬁé pres&nted for consideration by those

boards that aspire toward enhancing their P@llcy making role.



Blbll@graphy

A report on
Some

¢
Cistone, Peter J. 7
1972 . School 3ecards and the P@liticg; Fact.
the con:erence "dhe Politics o:f hdgcagiaﬁ!
Main Themes and Issues." Toronto: Cntario Institute
for Studies in Education. '
Dye, Thomas R. i '
1975 Understanding Public Policy. Englewood.Cliff, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall. '
juth, William D. and Tagiuire, Renato
1975 “YPersonal Values and E@rp@rate Strategy" Business
Policy and Strategy. Homewood, IlllﬂDlS‘ Richard D.
Irvin, Inc.
Charles E. . 7
g Process. Englewood Cliff, N.J.:

Lindbi@m,
1968 The Policv-Makin
Prentice-Hall.
Mew Y@rk American

Lasswell,
1971 :




